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certain behavzors have 1mpact on .referral decisions. Siz specific
questions are addressed in a Chapter on why teahers refer students
institutional constraints and external pressures, character1st;cs,of
re£err1ng teachers; and. changes students must make to remain in the
mainstream sett1ng. Research on the referral process itself reviews
procedures in existence and notes such altérnatives as the use of
local norms and of specific interventions within the class before the
student is evaluated. A final chapter summarizes the data sources and
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Chaptor 1
Overviow of IRLD Referral Research
Dver a six-yoar ﬁﬁribd;;iﬁé institiite for Research on Ln%rninq
Disabilitics (IRLD) at the University of Minnesota has conducted

dicabled stiidents. Although initial IRLD studies concentrated i the
types of assessment devices being used and the differences hetween

learning disabled students and other students, we consistently were

faced with evidence of the importance of the initial decision to refer
a éliudéhf for a psychoeducational evaluation: Our attention turned to
the referral process: Who 1is reférred? Why .do teachers refer
students? What is the nature of the referral process?

This report describes the results of IRLD studies that provide
information on the referral process in today's schools. Findings from
separate stadies havé been intearated to address major issues and to
prodice recommendations for practice that are based on research
results. The studies from which the findings and recommendations were
derived used a éariéty‘b? miethodologies. Included among these were:

- Surveys and interviews ” |

- Comparative studies

+ Longitudinal casé studies

. Psychometric assessment of students

¢ - Simulation of decision-making process

© nstructional time observations
- School record reviews | .

Highlights of Major Findings o )
' - ~

The major questions that we asked and the maior findings are

\Vk
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practite arc discussed in Chapter 2. ‘Details of the evidence that

cupports the findings are presented in Chapters 3-5. Information nn

the di*  sources and specific research procedires are presented in
Chapter 6.

- vho fs Referred?

1. How many children are referred?

a. Classroom teachers refer, on the average, about three
students annuafly.
} )
h. On the average, about 5% of elementary students are
referred annually,

c. Referral, rates vary according to location .and referral
- procedures.
What are the characteristics of referred students <ompa#®d to

non-referred students? ,

N,
.

a. Students referred for psychoeducational evalua“ion anu

those labeled as learning disabled are described

differently from non- referred or non-labeled peers hy
botﬂ regular and special education teachers:

h: Students referred for spe61a4 ediication cannot be
differentiated-from non-referred low achieving students
on traditional psychometric measures; however, data )
reflecting classroom performance (i.e.; direct measures)
do discriminate the students.

(S
.

Do student characteristics bias decisions made dur1ng the

referral process7

a. Decisions to refer are influenced by the student's sex
and whether the student has an older sibling who has
exhibited school problems.”

b. A teacher's tolerance for certain student behaviors
influences the teacher's prognoses for student progress,
Jow tolerance for a behavior may increase the

1ikelihood that. students exh1b1t1ng that behavior
W111 be referred :

c. Student problems 1dent1f1ed in referra] u*du]y

influence educators' placement decisions.

S
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* Whv No Teachers Refer Students? .

:
4. What institutional constraints and external pressures
influence teachers' decisions to refer students?
a. dnstitutional constraints 11m1t .the number of students

referred.

h. School districts' variability in implementing the
. assessment to placement process influences teachers'
decisions to refer.

5. What are the chdracteristics of referring teachers?

a. Teachers report that certain "teacher y7-iables”
influence their decisions to refer students for
ogychoeducational evaluation.

> b. No consistent relationship exists between several
) teacher characteristics and teacher referral rates.
N 6. What are the most common reasons for referral?

a. Primary reasons for referrals relate to Tew academic or

behavioral performance in the c1assroom..

b. Poor academic performance does not ensure referral; in

some cases, students must demonstrate behavioral

difficulties before they are referred for low

achievement:

7. To what_da teachers attribute referred Students'
difficulties?

a. Students' school difficulties rare1y are seen as. . .
resulting from an _interaction of child characteristics,
teacher characteristics; and school characteristics;
they are attributed pr1mcr1}y to student or home
cnaracteristics.

b. §peciai education teachers are somewhat more iikeiv to

classroom teachers.

c. Emphas1s on the competence of a student may alter

teachers' attributions for a student S prob]ems

8. ..What do teachers desire as an outcome from referra1 and
assessment -procedures?

a. -When teachers refer students; they generally- want




41

~,

assistesice from Sbétié} éducatian supbdrt staff,

suggestmcns than they do for stidsnt p1acement ?ULith’S
may be 8 result of their previous experienges with the
referral system. ’

ma1nstream classvoom structure?

2= Teachers most aftan indicated that referred student

need to make task readiness changes involving. studnnt

presaration and receptivity to learning to fit within
their classrooms,

-

- What is the MNature of thegReferraﬁgf*cces;?

10. wWhat pre-referral interventinns do teachers use?

a. lse of pre-referral intz:-ventions is variable; it

- ~arely occurs as part of a formal raferral process:

r ~: achers report attemnting severa? pre- -referral -

,anr‘7ent10nS, however, the ,ntervéntu)ns appea,— to lack

systematic implementation.
11: Who typically makes a referral?

a. Classroom teachers most often initiats tne referral! ‘or
special education consideration.

"b. Typically, a specific form is completed by the refe--ing
teacher to initiate the officwa] dec1s1on-mak1ng
pracess.

12. Who typically receives referrals?
The individual responsible for accepting referrals
varies among school districts. 5

Qi
.

b. The competence of the 1nd1v1duaT arcept1ng the referral

js a critical factor in whether teachers decicz to
refer a student.

13. What happens when a referral is made? : - s

a. Although variability across school districts is great,

in y2neral there is a high probability that once a

referral is made the student will be eva1uated and

served in special educatwon.
b. T‘jiﬂ”ferral -to-placement process is lengthy:

g
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Student \nf)rmat1on on refurral forms @Ffpcfs
assessmert devices selected, determination of ‘the
student's placement catogory, and teacher expectatvons
for the student.

School criteria for eligibi*lity infTuence 911q1b111tv .
decisions: different students -are identified as eligible
for servites when different criteria are applied.

What ars ‘the effects of uS’ﬂg an al*arnat1ve system of
referral?

ol

The use of data nased procedures, employing local norms

with a 2-3 times peer discrercancy criterion, is a viable

alternative to traditional teacher- 1n1*1ated referra1

procedures.

The use of a pre-raferral 1ntervpnt1on system, wherein

regular classroom. teachers are assisted in finding ways.

to help problem students in their classrooms; is a

viable alternative to traditional re‘éffaT procedures:
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Chapter 2

N Implications for Practice

Several specific implications for educators can be derived from"

the I1RLN research findings suwmarized in this report. First, reasons

for referral must be delineated and specified. Generdl and subjective
reasons (e.g., "poor attitude") must not be accepted as indicative of

,,,,,,,

trie rieed for a student to be given a psychoeducational evaluatian.

Specific referral reasons are essential for planning appropriate

«nowledge about, attitudes toward, and tolerance for the
characteristics and b%}aviorsvrepresented in the referral reesons.
- P . a .

Second; preservice and inservice training must emphasize more

than charactaristics of specific "kinds® of students. In fact, this

emohasis in isolaticn may be perbetuating the view that something is
wrong” with the child.  The intaraction between the student and

educational setting must be characterized. Therefore, training must
te ﬁdeid;d in assessing and documenting classroom gcéibgy variables
that influence both: student and teacher behavior. 7

| fﬁird; jdentifying single causes for a student's difficulties may
be very inaccurate and/or incompiete. inear thinking (e.g., there is

a cause and a solution) appears to be common. Teachers must be
trained to adopt a systems approach, in which behavior is vigwed within

_— - e — R e - — — P N — L 7t777,,,,,,, R

the context in which it occurs. Without an eco}ogica17£erspectiye;
teaciters may ééﬁfiﬁﬁ,{e. to suffer from "teaching ﬁé1ﬁ1é§§ﬁé§§“i that is,
their efforts may seem unimportant because they cannot influence a

N .
A

- 11



Y

/{’
. 7
student ;Ese 'éiéf%cuities are - attr1butod to’ a single; stablel
internal cause (e.g., student s ab11ﬁtv) .

Fourth, although teachers * deserve cred1t for attemptinq

1ntervent1ons prior to seek1nq add1tnonal services far stuﬂents, their .~

pre-referral “interventions. too often are unsystemat1c and ]aﬁkan in

accountability. Regular educators deserve tra1n1ng and consu!tatwdh:

to help them plan pre-referral interventions that utitize systemat1c

principles of learning {e;g;; bract1te- appropr1ate 1eve1'of méter1a1)

a data bask for future assessment decisions whiig concurrently
N ] .

assisting the classroom teacher. c .

Fifth; an éttituae_chénge\régardjhg referral outcomes is needed.

assessment. It seems that educators comply w1th pL- 94 142 by 1ook1ng

for speC1f1c student character1st1cs to 1ust1ﬁy referralst and iﬂet

believe that the bhiy suitable- 1nterveﬁt1on is sﬁetial education

placement. However . mainstreaming: a rea11ty fer hand1capped

children, In fact, mildly handicapped students spend a higher

»

classrooms than in
‘ = S~ . hd ‘ .
resource rooms. RenerraT does not, automatxr 1y alleviate the ¥ regular

proportion of their school- day in mainstraam

classroom, teachers' prob1ems Chtld st”dﬁ‘ teams must prcvide

accountab'e instruttional stratee1es for any teacher referraT méhy of

S1xthf teacher exneccatibhs for the student ro1e in the 1earn1nq

-

process: (motjvat1ong willingness to try) shcu]d be exn1qlfed to

|
LY

Thére appear to be "blurred boundaries" Betweeh' referral - and

~

.referra1 medns automat1c assessment of the_student: EducatOrs seem to -

and that meek accountability standards. Such procedures would provide °

»

1
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students and panents. Further, preservice and inservice training fors.
teachers on how toc hange 'udenf hehavibr shou1d occur. Too often

‘change in beﬁaviur ig deﬁﬁﬁded and expected 1mmed1ate1y {an event); in
" reality, .thange in students is a process. Teachers shbuid be provided
“with help in achxevmq progress in this process. - ;

We,” as educators, may have lost sight of the real reason for

referral, thaf of 1nstructionai pldnning. It appears that a teacher

whn refers a student desires ‘special educatmn p1acemerrt and that

-

intervention has been m1‘§rnterpreted as placement. Spec1a1 education

olacement is on]y one type of-‘ 1nﬂvent1on and it lS not the sole

solution to the Cié?sréérﬁ teacher's concern:. Therefore, rather than

ooerating in a referra]-to-p‘lacement paradigm, school systems must
. discuss and . %aﬁiémeat referraT to-intervention baraa;gms. THis
‘o systems change would not prec1ude assessment ent1re1y, although it
should _reduce the number of assessments for cases in which the
teacher's concern could be solved within the classroom through
behavioral consultation, ~
Tws 3lternatives to typical referrai procedures uere examined in
this report.  DOne alternative involved the continuous monitoring of
student perfbrméréé on B;reéi academic measures.  When a siuaeﬁf

contmues to perform pooﬂy over a period of time on these measures,

that student . {s referred for a psychoeducationaT evaluation: The

_second- alternative involved the requirement that systematic
instructional interventions be implemeited in the regular classroom |
before a referral for psychoeducational evaluation could be made. The

research results indicated that each alternative eliminated several of

— . S

-~ -
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the problems (such & teacher bias; high probability of placemerit.
foiiowwnq referral) associatéd with typical referral procedures.

'A1té?hétiVéS to. current practices in i?éfé??ihg students * for

,,,,,

‘could be d°s1gned not on1y to increase the appropria t ness 0? b cial
: , ) ) ’, __
education placements, but also to avoid un'éc sary placements. - ~Of

L . y
course, when addressing ways in which to change the referral proce 55,

one must recognize that referral is a comp11rated proces%/ It -

influénced by student teacher, and school system characterwst1cs,

’

whwch in turn are‘1nf1uen6é8 by leqal, social, and political issues.

o

s
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chapter 3 | .
5 : Who 1s Referred for Psychoeducational Evaluation?

This ehaptér "summarizés IRLA research findings related to the
issue of who is referred for psychoeducational evaluation. Three
ipecific questions are addressed in this chapter:

* How many children are referred?
non-referred students?
- Do student characteristics bias decisions made during the
referral process?
. For each question, the major findings are summarized and the data
sources ¢ om which the findings were obtained are listed (genierally

ordered in terms of recency): Specific evidence for the major
7/

_~__findings then is presented.
1. How Many Children Are Referred?

Findings:
‘a. Classroom teachers refer, on the average, about three

students annuaily.
. b. 0n the average, about S% of elementary students are
raferred annually.
c. Referral rates vary according to location and referral
procedures. =
‘Data Sources:
+ Surveys of classroom teachers (RR 58;: 91)
* Survey of special education directors (RR 103)
. Cbmﬁéﬁéf?ﬁé study of referral procedures (RR 75)

Evidence:

jh one teacher survey (RR 91), teachers reported an average of
S R A S :
2.2 students referred during 1977-78; 2.4 during 1978-79; and 3:0

’

[y
91 {
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during 1979-eef In another teacher éu;aéy (RR 58}, an average of 3.9

students per teacher 'reported1y were referred during the 1980-81

schoo yéar Special education d1rectors (RR i635 indicated EBSE an

average 5% of elementary students were referred dur1ng the three

school years 1977-1980. Yet; one director reported 0% while another

g

reported 30%.

Referral rates vary greatly. Large differences have been found

as a function Oof geographic area as well as a function of the referral

procéduré. in a small town cbmmunity in théxm%dWést; whéré tééchérS'

a low referral rate (1.8%) was observed (RR 75). This rate was 1ower
than that resulting from an alternative referral procedure that

involved testing siudents on direct academic measures (2.4%).

HMALHM&&MM@:‘r&L _Students _Compared. to-

Non - Qeferred Students’

Findings:

*a. Students referred for psychoeducational' evaluation and

those labeled as learning disabled are described

differently from non-referred or non-labeled peers by
both regular and special education teachers.

b: Students referred for special education cannot be
d1fferéht1étéd frém ﬁbﬁ référféd 16W é€H1éV1ﬁ§ stﬁdéﬁts
reflecting classroom performance (i. e., direct measures)
seem to discriminate the students. .

- , ]
Pata Sources: /
. Survey of classroom ‘teachers (RR 91) f

* Direct measure assessment of low ach\evers (RR 71)
* Survey of special education teachers,(RR 66)
- Psychometric assessment of low ach17Vers (RR 133

]

ri
-
-~

16 . o
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Evidence:

referred as being different from other (non-referred) students in

/ their reading groups in terms of speed of learning, motivation,

maturity, and judgment (RR 91). Referred students consistently were

function well within the §F6&6 and were not tyﬁicai of other students
in the group. Further, most teachers indicated that for the referred

students to fit adequately into thelr classrooms, the students would
have to change their task readiness behaviors (&.g., finish work, pay

_referring thess students most often were for learning-related or
emotionally-manifested problems. L
LD teachers often describe the characteristics of referred

achieving stidents who are not referred by their teachers with
students who are referred and séFVéa;“ih LD programs reveal few

differences of practical utility EétWééﬁ the two 'grQQDS‘_Gn
psychometric measures typic1ly used tbijusiify their classification
(RR-13): However; data that more accurately reflect typical classroom
performance (such as direc

.

. ‘/, 4 ‘

4

t measures of reading, soelling, and written

’

! ' \ . _

17
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71)*
3. Do Student Character1st1cs B1as Décisions Made Durihg the Referral
Process?
- -
Findings:

a. Di.isions to refer are influenced by the student's sex
7 - and whether the student has an older s1b11ng who has
' exhibited sch001 problems.

L Y

) i
b. A teacher s tolerance for certain student behaviors

irifluences the teacher's proqnoses for student progress;

low tolerance ‘for a behavior may increase the

likelitood that students exhibiting that behavior
will be referred.

c. Student problems 1dent%f1ed in referral undu]y

influence educators' placement decisions.

Data Sources: N
~* Surveys of classroom. teachers (RR 29, 39, 91) /
- Case study ihvest1gat10n (RR 78)
* Comparative study of referra1 procedures (R& 75)
. Survey of special education directors (RR 60)

. Dec1s1on-mak1nq s1mu1at1on study (RR 18, 26 32, 33, 3¢)
- Disturbing Behavior Checklist validation study (RR 8)

Evidence: - -
Regular classroom teachers refer approximately 2 172 times more
boys than giris. When traditional referral procedures were examined

(RR 75), 80% of the students referred by teachers were boys: In

tbnfréét,mwhen direct measures were used to jdentify those students to
_be referred, only. 66% were boys. Boys were referred for behavior'
‘ disorders relatively more often, than girls, and teachers wanted
special education placement and help outside of ‘school (counseling,

- . !
L

} -
.
Qo
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pr1vate tutoring) relatively more often for boys- than they did for
girils (§R'91 . Alsg, teachers used behavioral strategies (chart1ng;
contingency contracting) as pre-referral interventions more with boys
while they used structural inEéFVéntiéns (peer tutoring, seat change,
gkdupiné change) more with girls:

Rééﬂié? class students who have oldel TééFnind aisasiéa~sibiihqs

s1b11ngs who are regu]ar students (RR 29, §§§; Teachers expected

and/or aud1tory percept1on; and _memory sk111s;r Ch'1dren'who-had older

and to need more support sérvicas than ch11dren w1tn non-LD siblings.

Teachers indicated different prbgnbses for students exhibiting
different behaviors; their prognoses were a direct function of their
tolerance for. those behaviors. Teachers not bothered by student
behaviors held higher expeététipns for a student than did teachers who !
‘were bothered by the behaviors: Thus; the extent to which a
 particular teacher finds a particular type of behavior as disturbing -
may influence the likeljhood that a student exhibiting that behavior
i1l be refarred (RR 8, 78). The idea that mismatcties between
students and teachers influenca referral practices appears viable.

The nature of Factors tKEt in?iuenéé teacher referrals s
important s1nce the decfs1on to refer a student p]ajs a stronq role in

%tudent For examp]e, on the average,

other dec1s1ons made abo it that

the student who is referred is likely to be assessed and placed’ in

special educat1on (RR 60), an occurrence that reflects the finding

19 -
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‘that decision makers in general place extremely high value on probléms
" identified in referrals, even when assessment data indicate completely

average psychometric and observational scores (RR 18, 36, 32, 33, 34).

iy
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- Pata Sources:.

| Chapter 4 }
Why Do Teachers Refer Students?

* This chapter summarizes IRLD research findings related to the
issue of why teachers refer students for = rchoeducational evaluation.
Six specific questions are addressed in this chapter.’

. What znst1tut1ona1 COnstra1nts and externa] preSSUres

influence teachers dec1s1ons to refer students? “
- What are the characteristics of referring teachers?
What are the most common reasons for referral?
. To what do. teachers attribute referred students' d1ff1cu1t1es?

What do teachers desire as an outcome From referra] and

assessment procedures?

* What éhaﬁgés mast'référréa studehts fiake to remain in the

ordered in terms of recency);‘ Spec1f1c evidence for the ‘major.

What Inst1tut1ona1 ConstralntsegandAAExternalggEressuresgglanuence,

Teachers' Decisions to Refer Students?

o ’
Findings: '
a. Institutional constraints limit the number of students

referred for psychoeducational evaluation more than
external pressures 1ncrease the number of students
referred

assessment. to placement Drocess 1nf1uences teachers
decisions to refer. :

b

. Surveys of special education d1rectors (RR 14, 60)

) : -

~ -

. 21
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Evidence: : , .
. / ?
Regular education teachers (RR 58) indicated that organizational

factors (e.g., tules; procedures, guidelines); avai ability of
. i )
services, and "hassle" (e.g., paperwork, meeting t1me)‘ were the

greatest Darriers to referral (although 21% said there were no

barriers), and tﬁét outside agency 1nf1uence, federal or states

requirements, and concerns of parents were the most common external

pressures _for referrals (a1though 70% said there were no externa1

pressares}; These same teachers generally estwmated the probab111ty

of a reférred student be1ng placed as very hj qh* Yet they expressed
. L \

skept1c1sm about the payoff of the team dec1s1on-mak1ng process.

Spec1a1 educat1on d1rectors (RR 14) not1ng; difficulties w1th the.

decision-making process, reiterated teachers' concerns about length of

time from referral to team decision making. Inst1tut1ona1 constraints

influenced teachers' referral detisions to a greater degree.

R ¢

The ease or difficulty with which referred students move through

‘the assessment to p1acement process also seems to 1nfluence the extent

to which ‘teachers " refer studentss ~ Although smecial educat1on

©

directors 1nd1cated that an average of 92% of referred students are

services (RR 60V, var1ab111ty 1s great, with the percentages of

réferred students evaluated in differant sehéai.aistrééts rangihg From

39% to 100% and the percentages of eva1uated students plaeed rang1ng
from 10% to 100%. ’

L

Y
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What Are the Characteristics of Referrind Teachers?

Findings: N -
psychoeducat1ona1 eva]uat1on.

b. No consistent relationship exists-between several -

' teacher charactéristics and teacher referral rates.
Data Sources: '

_+ Surveys bf classroom teachers (RR 53, 91)
Evidence:

Almost all teachers make raférréig at some time, Bﬁt the
frequency with which they do so varies? aaagaaéFas1y; Teachers

themselves have suggested that certa1n “teacher var1ab1es" 1nh1b1t or

-facilitate the tendency to make referra1s (RR 58). Teacher Skept1c1sm

about the payoff of the process most often 1nh1b1ted referra] The

teacher s belief system, know1edge of 1nd1v~dua1 differences,

‘willingness to modify the curriculum, and tolerance all were|'said.to

have an influence on & teacher's referral rate, suggesting that

»|

teachers who are willing ta ﬁadi?y the curriculum and who are tolerant#

of various behav1ors, for examp]e, are lass likely to refer students:

Ana]yses of data from c1assroom teachers making-actual refeerals

any cons1stent re1at10nsh1ps amqng severa] traditiona] teacher

Variab1es (age, sex, éiﬁériéﬁce, etc;ﬁ and the numbers of students

- - o Lo oo o ,,,,i, .
they had referred ‘in previous years. . Furthermore; there were no

¢

as reasons for referra15, attributions for student prob1emsi and

_desired outcomes of refenral.



6.

19

What Are the Most Common Reasons for Referral?

Findings: . S |
. - - » . . . ) N

a. _Primary reascns for ;Efefia1s relate to %ow academic or
behavioral performance in the classroom.

b. Poor academic perfurmance-does not ensure referral; in
some cases; students must demonstraté behavioral
difficulties bafore they-are referred for low - :
‘achisvement. ) v - !

,bata;Saurcegz

- Survey of classcoom teachers (RR 91)
- Comparativé study of referral procedures (RR 75)
* Longitudina?l study of decision making (RR 44)

* Instricticnal time observations (RR 95)

- Evidence:

- Teathers most often say they refer students because of c1assroom

“difficulties reflecting either Tearning-related problems (specific

learning deficits, below grade level performante) of .emotionally-
manifested problems (poors school adjustment; poor . self-concept;
immaturity) (RR 91). Learning-related reasons 2xceed reasons related

to erotional factors.

Selected case studies corroborate the survey results. Of 1
students who were observed as they proceeded th?augﬁ the referral,
assessment, and pTééemeﬁf process (RR 44, 95), academic difficulties
were listed ih §ﬁ1 of giﬁé ;éfuaéhEé‘ yritien referrals. Emotional

"

statements.  Additional reasons fe.g., snort attention span) were

/ .
diven in two of these. | .
Similar numbers of students. are referred by teachers as are
referved by a procedure in which their performance is.assessed .using

7
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direct academic measures (RR 75). However, teacher-referred students
are tore likely to be rated as having behavior problems: Again, °
P m1smatch between stﬁdents and teachers may 36?1&éﬁée referral -

»

practices.

~ |

To WHat Do Teachers Attributc Referred Students' Difficulties?
_ Firdings: |

a. Studenus® schoo] d1ff1cu1t1es rarely are seen as

resulting from an interaction of child eharaeterwstics,

& teacher .characteristics, and school characteristics;

- . they are attr1buted pr1maf11y to student or home

characteristics.

b. Special education teachers are somewhat more _ 1fke1y to

1dent1fy schoo] factors as the cause of problems than

1a>sroom teac HerS*

Emphasis on the competence of a student may alter

teachers' attributions for a student's problems.-

O
.

Data Snurces:
- Surveys of classroom teachers (RR 29, 39, 91)
+ Surveys of special education teachers (RR 43, ©6),
: case study investigation (RR 131)
Eviderice:

Over 60% of the causes of students' preb]ems that w ire listed by

referr1ng teachers could be cate90r1zed as within-st dent .causes
(e g, b1rth defects, .ow potent1a1) and over 35% could be cate90ri2ed )

‘as heme causes (e.g., divorce, family 1nstabi11ty) (RR 91) Lesstgyan
s

3% of the causes listed were related to teacher or school fac

Reﬁuiak class teécheré reacting to case study Féﬁé?i% éiéé tended to

e S
difficuities (RR 131). Similarly, teachers of LD students most often

identify ' student inabilities (58%) or problems within the home

2



) _performance and reviewed information -about the student 4indicated

_(RR: 43).

< ' .. ,

- - 2
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_environment (23%) as the reasons for learning disabilities (RR 66).

However, these, teachers .more often than regu1ar educators ,attributed
tne"disab111t1es to some k1nd of failure on the part of the school

(18%), usua11y to 1nadequate regu]ar education teachers or curr1cu1a

When asked about the etiology of learning d1sab111t1es, two'

groups -of regular education teachers ‘most  often indicated that
environmental factors were the cause” (R 29, 39).  Medical,

hereditary, and comb1nat1ons of causes were tiféd much 1ess

rréaaéﬁt1y{ of course} enV1ronmenta1 causes 1nc1ude within- student-

problems and home pra§1éms as weTl as teachér or schoo1 prob]ems."

. Special education .teachers who had observed a student’s
L . <« . . . _ s B B B ol ¢
different attributions for students portrayed in different ways. ‘The
student's per?ormance was attributed more to task dlff1cu1tv;aand
o, .

effort and less to chance when the student was represented qs a more

competent studgnt Performance of an ED ch11d WBS attributéd more to - o

- ’
effort than was. performance of an LD chi1d :

..
7 o

. ;,;g -
what4d941Eachensgﬁeslnveas,anAﬂutcome from Referra] and As essment e

-

2
Procedures? . 7 -

Pindings:

a; ., When teachers refer students, they genera]]y want . o
ass1stance From special educat1on stipport staff. : ;o

b Teachers seem to have much 1ess desire for edhcationa] )
syggestions than they do for-student_ placement, but _this
may .be a result of their preV1ous experiences with the
referra}l system. : :

Data Sources: © ] - ; . SRS
'+ Surveys of classroom teachers (RR 58, 91)

26
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Evidenci .

When -iaacﬁerg- refer students, wost of the reported desired
outcomes {(66%) were for aiatéménil or éiééémeﬁiiﬁiia%ed atiiviiieg
(assessment, decisfon making} to occur (RR 91).  “resires for

K :~;\\éauééiiéﬁé! suggestions or help for the student were mentioned with
© much lesé frequency (25%), As a result of assessment, many (408} of
_ these same teachers wanted placemant of the student. Desiras for

«35n 0% 0F the teathers.

Téatﬁéﬁ§ asked to identify factors that inhibited decisions to
refer students fradquently natsd the lack of sducational guégéstiﬁhs
for uss in the cladsroom {RR 53,  This, in turn, seemsd to be
raflactad s thate.belief that the payeff for referral i5 low. It may
* 5E A3t teichers who vefer students indicste® thar they want thenm

513c8n it special education bhecause experisnce has shown .them that,

thig “is almost al! that will bappen.

5. ¥nat Changes Must Referred Students Make to Remain in_the Mainstream
€lassroom Structure? ' *
findings:

-- Teachers most often indicated that referred students.
need to make task readiness changes involving student
preparation and receptivity to learning to fit within

i tha:r classrooms. .
N JNata Sources:
J . R - R
* Survey of classroom teachers [RR 91}
, fvidence: )

Teachers réported that task readiness changes (Finish work, Dav
attention, - follow directions) were »the most important omes that
: i ! ,

s -~ N -
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students needed to make: academic changes weré desired half as oftan

(RR 91}. Tast readiness changes were indicated regardless of whether
the primary reason for the student rafarral had been a learning-

e mceed e s e ;,,,,,",,;,,,,,,;*,,',j L g
retated or an emptipnally-manifested one.
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Chapter §
What is the Nature of the Referral Process?
This chapter summarizes IRLD research findings related to the

issus of what happens during the referral process. Five specific -
qusstisng are addressed in this chapter: . |
©What pre-referral interventions do teachers use?
Who typically makes a referral?
tho typically recejves refarrals?

What happens when a referral is made?
. . ! :
© What are the effects of using an altarnate system of referral?
sources from which the findings were obtatned areé listed (generally
ordersd in terms of recency)l. Specific evidence for the major

findings then is presented.

what Pre-Referral Interventions Do Teachers Use?
Findings:

2. fse of pre-referral interventions is variable; they
rarely occur as part of a formal referral process.

h. Teachers report attempting several pre-referral

interventions; however, the interventions appear to lack

- systematic implementation:
Data Sources:

Cyidence:
Less than 5% of the special education directors-included any kind

29
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14), Teachers who had referred students for psychoeducational

evaluations, on the average, reported that they had tried about 3

. different interventions before the referra)l was made (RR 91).  Most

often, the pre-referral interventions involved changes in methods,

to orient the student to the task. 0Only a small percentage of all the

interventions attempted resulted from consultation with another
individual. When someone was consulted; it most often was a special
education teacher or a principal. Almost none of the interventions
reflected psychological learning Sfiﬁtihiés; Further; few teachers

mentioned a specific period of implementation or evaluation of the .

interventions.
Interviews of educators indicated that the extent to which

specific interventions are attempted orior to referral is highly

variable; some teachers made no attempts at pre-referral

interventions, others made minor, materials and structural changes,

of the student in the classroom (RR 44). 1In .almost all cases, the

teachers' attempts at classroom modifications or other pre-referral

interventions were not evaluated as part of the decision-making
. v ;;—

process.

Who Typically Makes a Referral?

Findings:
" a. Classroom teachers most often initiate the referral for

process,

p
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Data Sources:
* Surveys of e1ass$8€h teachers (RR 58; 91)
- Longitudinal study of decision making (RR 44)
: Survey of special education directors (RR 14)
- Survey of model LD programs (RR 11)
Evidence:
When describing the steps in the assessment and decision-making

Simiiarly, over 50% of the modei programs for LD students (SHCs)
associated the referral step with the teacher (RR 11): Both the
special education directors and CSNCS included teachers spontansouslys
they had not been asked to identify who could make referrals. In the
observation of actual student cases; it was found that even when the
parent was the person who first expressed concern with a student's
progress in school, the teacher had to -be the one to make the ré?;rrai
before the school would act on it (RR 44). The teacher typically was
reqiired to fill out a one-page form that asked for student

information,; the reason for referral, and an indication of whether the
parent(s) had been contacted. Teachers had indicated that the kind of
referral form used by the school affects the extent to which they are
willing to make referrals (RR 58). When regular education _teachers
were asked to indicate the appropriate time to make a referral, most
responded either (a) when the student was net Functioning; or (b)
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that the student should have been not functioning (a) over a period of
time; or (b) despite the teacher's modifications.

Who Typically Receives Referrals?

Findings:

a. The individual responsible for actepting referrals
varies among school districts:

b. The competence of the individual accepting the referral
is a cFitical factor in whether teachers decide to
refer a student:

Data Sources:
* Survey. of classroom teachers (RR 58)
- Longitudinal study of decision making (RR 44)
- Survey of special education directors (RR 14)
Evidence:

In identifying steps in the assessment -and decision-making
process; only 37% of the special .education directors mentioned a
formalized orocedure for reviewing a referral before assessment was

FS

initiated (RR 14). Observations of actual referral cases ‘indicated
that child study teams, school social workers, special education
teachers, and principals were among those to first receive the formal
féacﬁer référréi form (RR 44). Ty some cases these iﬁdiYidﬁais
automatically passed the referral on-to a team who set up guidelines

RegulaP education teachers have noted that the perceived competence of
the person(s) designated to receive referrals has an effect on whether

a referral is -made, as does the extent to which the referral recipient

i

encourages or discourages referrals (RR 58).
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What Happens When a Referral i& Made?

Findings:
a. A]though var1ab111ty across schoo1 d1str1cts is great,

referra1 is made the student will be evaluated and

served in special education.

b. The referral-to- p]acement proress is lengthy:

c. Student information on referral forms affects

assessment devices selected, determination of the

student's placement category; and teacher expectations

for the student:

d. School criteria for eligibility influence é1i§1b1]1ty
decisions; different students are identified_as e11q1b1e

for services when different criteria are applied. =

Nata Sources:

- Surveys of classroom teachers (RR 58, 91)

- Comparative study of referral procedures (RR 75)

. surveys of special éducatibn diréctorg (ﬁﬁ i&' 60)

"Long1tud1na1 study of dec1s1on mak1ng (RR‘44)
Necision-making simulation study {RR 18, 19, 32, 33)
- Survey of mode] LN programs (RR 11)

: School record rev1ew {RR 136)

Evidence:

&irectors of special education (RR 14) include the referra1 step in

their descriptions of the dec1s1on-mak1ng process with much greater

is seen ‘as the first step in the dec1s1on~mak1ng process. Fo11ow1ng

référrai— asséssméht : éctivitiés are initiatéd;' -%nciuding . the

-~
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to assess, as well as the actual assessment. Despite the consistency

directors of model LD programs, almost 25% of regular education
teachers who were referring students Fé@é?féa that they did not know
what their districts procedures were (RR 58). the amount of- time
required for the decision-making activities to occur Vé??é§ widely,
but there is often considerable discrepancy between the time when
concern - about a problem first is expressed and the time when the
assessient is conducted, even though no changes had been implemented
within the classroom (RR 44).

Oricé a referral for évgiuafiah'is made,; the student seems to have
entered a one-way street leading to assésgmént and placement. When
asked about the chances that a referred student would Bé;ﬁ1aééd; a
maiority of teachers indicated proﬁabiiities that were very high (RR
56); about 30% responded with a percentage greédter than 80%.: Téééﬁéfé

teachers Fé55§ﬁ?ié those who do ﬁﬁé]??j when the ﬁfééé§§-i§ complete."

| These comments aﬁé percentages are supported by special education
directors’' reports of actual numbers of referred students who were
assessed and placed (RR 60). On the average; 92% of “these students
referred were evaluated; 73% of those evaluated were placed in special
education. Variability .across distriéts"was great, with one
fvaiuatihg only 39% of fﬁél§fudéhf§ referred and another evaluating
511; in one district only 10% bf those students evaluated. were piaCéq;

while in another all evaluated students were placed. Overall, .Jower

hd

34



Kl

30

percentages of students were referred, evaluated, and placed in urban
areas; higher percentages of students were placed in the southern and
western reqions of the U.S. Survey responses of regular education

teachers (RR 91) indicated that an average of 91% af those students
they had referred during 1977-78 were evaluated and 75% of those were

reviews in"a school district where students are %éfé%réd_by:catégbry
similarly indicated that 72% of the referred students were placed in
come form of special education; and that most were placed in the
category for which they were referred (RR 136). Thus, the percentages
calculated on a district-wide basis and on an individual-teacher basis
are similar and high. ) ”

In some districts; attempts have been made to drastically reduce
the percentage of students placed fallowing assessment.  n one
district, a severe deficit criterion for performance on &ne test
battery was established (RR 47). Of 51 students who were assassed,
only 47% were placed in special education. VYet when the assessment

- 4
services. . : .

-

'In another school district where a specific severe discrepancy

_criterion was used, 44% of a sample of students who had been referred

by teachers were placed in special education services (RR 75). 1In the

came district, only 14% of a sample of students who had been referred

as a result of their performance on weekly measures of. reading,

. -

ER 35
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spelling,; and written expression were placed in special .education

services.” Yet, no. differences were behd between the two groups of

referred students in terms of cogn1t1ve funct1on1ng, achievement

level, and social behavior. Further, only 36% of the teache?iéefergéd

students who were placed in special education met the school
district's severe discrepancy éritehiéh;

Thus, the mere fact that a teacher has referred a student seems

to influence other &é63§166§' made about that "student and even
expectations for the student: Schoo1 decision m@kers part1C1pat1ng in
simulated deC1510n mak ing pred1cted d1fferent1a1 performance of

students as a funct1on of 1nformat1en preseéged dn referra] f01ders

(RR 18* 32* 33)* Further different test data were requ ste és a

fact that all test- datq prOV1ded to the . dec1s1on- makers were

indicative of average performance, 51% of the decision makers deciared

the student eligible ' for special educat1on services; ftﬁe

classification assigned to the student in many cases was related

d1rect1y to the stated reason for referra] When asked about the
influence of»var1ou5’factors on their decisions, Eﬁé”ﬂéé7§i6n'makers
consistently rated the Féfé??éi statement of the student's problem as
having a significant influence. - ’ 7
Despite the demonstrated importanice of the fact that a student i
referred aha the statéa' reason #ar tﬁé #ééérraif o systématic

the types efvpre-referra1 1nterVentTon§'that teachers. 1mp1ement;‘what

the teacher believes the student would have to do to fit within the
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mainstream classroom structure, or the desired outcome of the referral

LS

(RR 91).
What Are the Effects of U51ng an ’1tennategsystéﬁgéigReferralf

'F1nd1ngs.

' == The use of data-based progedures; employing local norms

with a 2-3 times peer discrepancy criterion, is a viable

a1ternat1ve to traditional teacher- 1n1t1ated referral

procedures.

Data Sources: )

* Comparison of direct measure eligibility criteria (RR 89)
- Direct measures norm development (RR 87) '

- Comparative study of referral procedures (RR 75)

» Development of local norms (RR 132) :

* Comparative study of pre- -referral intérventions (RR 140)

Evidence:

Students referred by teachers and by data-based proceduves were
comparable in several ways (&R 75). First., the ~percentages - of
students referred were similar; with the bereeﬁtage re?errea by:data;

by €eachers in th1545tudy (1;8%); The average grade 1eve1s of the two
”.

groups were the same. Further, no differences were found between the

two groups in codnitive ability, achievement, or’ ' ability=achievement

discrepancies. ,
- N 4 _ ]
Some important diffedences weré noted between -the two groups,

however . ﬁé?érréié of boys were made much more frequently by. teachers

(80%) than by data based- procequres (66%) Further, there was a

tendency for girls referred by teachers. to ‘exhibit more school

'

behavior problems than giris referred by data-based procedures:

v
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Finally, only 14% of the students referred Ly data-based procedures

were declared-eligible for special services by the schools, while 44%

of the students referred by teachers were declared e11g1b1e Thus,

a referral was made by a teacher,; a person who was asking for help.

rnvea1ed that on]y 36% of thase students who had been referred by
their teachers and .declared e1igib1e by the schools §CtUa11y met the
severe a%scrépancy' criterion fop eligibility established by the

scnbbis wh11e 80% of those stiudents referred by data-based procedures
did so. "

. The use of local riorms for direct measure performance-comparisons
is recommended.  An attempt to develop national norms (RR 87)
indicated tnét éTthSuéﬁ student béé?énﬁénéé'sﬁénéd the expected grade

average performance were evident among different locations. A 2-3

_’p’Fb'g"f‘ain's (RR 89); Local nerms have been aéve'ic"p'e'a and 'u'sé'd

132). ' ' Es

Another appnoach be1ng stud\gd as an alternative to CUrrent

referral  procedures 1nvo1ves the systematic: use of specific o'
interventions within the class befdre the student is evalusted. A
year-long study of such an approach- indicated that while referral

v
L4
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rates for those teachers receiving pre-referral assistance did drop

significantly at first; resistance to tie system erased many of the

expected effects. However, several teachers were able to implement
the system successfully, thus suggesting its.viability. It appears
that successful implementation of the system will requirs more
attention to an attitude away from the belief that student learning
placement, toward the recognition that by dealing with student
problems in-the regular classroon, soecial education placements can be
avnided and students’ instruction can be improved..

The referral systems described here are but two of several
alternatives that might be implemented. flearly, additional field-

today's schools:

R

.
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Chapter 6 -
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procedures used to obtain the research findings presented in the
previous chapters. An overview of the data sources is provided in
Table i; The IRLD research reports in which more detailed.

questions. \\\“;'
Survey of Requ]ar Fducation Teachers Who Hadgkeferredgstudentsgfenf
Psychoeducational Evaluations (RR 91) o L

7
During .1980-81, 105 elementary regular classroom tééEﬁéFé

omp1eted referral surveys at the t1me they referred stadeots for

psychoeducational evaluations. Ninety-cne percent of. the teacher

sample was female; the' average number of years of teaching experience

was 11.4 (range = 1- 35 yfs—ﬁ— The average class size per teacher was

25 students. The teachers were from 14 pub11c schoo1 d1Str1cts within

10 states distributed -across the four regions. of the Un1ted "States

Suburban,; urban, and rural school® districts were included. School
district administrators served as contact iiaisans between reéeﬁréhéfé

and schools. Principals asked ‘teachers to read a 1etter descr1b1ng

the study at the time they‘1nitiated a referral, and if 1nterested in

.

part1c1pat1ng, to complete the survey and return it direct]v to the ,‘

1nvest1gators.

e

. v;
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. ~ Referral Research Data Sour 3
y ’ ' S )
| it %6 Research Gisstigh:
Data Source Répp?ts Quesflons
Survay of regillas ed teachers 97 1.2.3.5.6.7.8.
. ‘ - ) : 9,10,11,;13
Survey of regular ed teachers 58 ’ 1,;6,5,8;11,12;-
, o \ 13 ._
Comparitive study of referral 75 1,3,6,13,14
procedures . . ‘ : e
Survey of special ed directors 14 851051151202
Longitudinal study of decision a4 6,10,11,12,13
making
Survey of special ed directors » .60,103 0 1;354513
Sgrvey of LD teachers 66 2,7
Survey of reguiar ed teachers 29,39 3,7
_Case study 1nvest1gar1cn - 78.76,13) 3,7
Decision- -making 51mu!at1on : 9 TB i§ éﬁ iiii
32,33, 35 ‘
Survey of model LD programs 11 11513
PsycAumetric assessment of 1ow 13 2
acrievers - . ) :
Direct measure assessment of Yow A 2
achievers - .
Disturb}ggrsehavibr Checklist » 8 3 -
validation ’
Instructional time observations 95 6
Survey of specxal ed teachers * 43
___hnatysis of psychometr1c assess ment . 871 - 13
daud .
School record review 136 13 :
Direct measures norm development 87 18 i
Comparison of direct measure eligi- -89 4
bility criteria - , ‘ }
- Development of local norms . 132 14
Comparstivé study of nre-referral ‘ 140 13
interventions
- .
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A two-Dage survey form was used to elicit information about the

referred students. 'n addition to rating the réferred student

~slative to his/ner reading groun classmates, =aach teacher orovided
information regarding six factors: (a: reasons for referral, (b)

causes of the student's school difficulties, (c) interventions

ittemptad within the c*assracﬂ Sefare réfé"réi— {d) desired outcomes

from the referral, (e} des ired outcomES ‘rom the assessment, and (f)
desrrod chancas in the" referred student s behavior. ﬁatinqg of -

students relative te reading group peers ware ‘made on a scale of 1 to

5 across several dimensions functioning within the group,

functioning as typical of the group, ability to ?éé?ﬁ; soeed of

learning, motivation, behavior, maturity, and judgment. A free-

response format was used to obtain information on the six factors:

Survey of R;gu’ar Education Teachers on_Factors Inflyencing the

DeE454g44L94Hakegagkefeﬁralf(RR 58)

Diring 1981282, 52 taachers in Minnesota and ?iﬁrédé responded to
a survey on several jss<ies related to referral. Sixty percent of the
teachers were alementary school based. A1) but five of the teachers
were reaular education teachers.

& six-question open-erded survey was used to obtain 7ﬁ?6rﬁéiibﬁ:

‘on: [(a) tk2 referral pricedure; (b) the number of students *eFerred

(c. che appropriate time to refer a student, (d) barriers to referrat,

(s} factors that facilitate referral, and (f) perceived probabi)itwes

for spec1a1 edueaticn*p?acement cf referred students;

Comparative Study of Referral Procedures (RR 75)

Two re‘erra1 proeedures were compared during 1980-81 wathvn six

elementary schools. A1l schools were located within a 50-mile radius’
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of a large metropolitan area in the Midwest, and were in small town,
saral ‘settings.  School populations renged from 110 to 69F. Oty
grade 3-6 students were included in the cemparattve ,tudy.

Traditional toacher. referra'l was one of the procedures inc!uded
in the studv: Ac:c:ordmg to the schoo! districts’ quidelines, teachérs '
First had to initiate an intervention with a potential candidate for
ceforrat, If the {ntervention plan failed, the student then cou’ld be
referrad for psychoeducational evaluation. | -

The sécond raferral procedure involved weekly measuréxerii of
gerormance - in raading, soelling, and written expression, Students
#nc had been identified as high risk because they had scored at or
balow the 15th percentile on a screening measure of written expression
wBea tested weekly, over a 10=wee¥ pericd, on measures of reading,
soelling, and written expression. FEach week, student performance was
scored and plotisd on @ grapn: A student was referred if 'm’smé’r
mora - than two standard deviations below the mean performance of
students in the same grade from a local normative sample.

The students referred by the two procedures werg compared with
respect to referral rate, coanitive functioning, achievement tavel,
Social behavier, sex differences, and idestification as. les-ning

disabled, ' » |
>§’u”ri)éy of Special Education Directors _on  Asslssment and
Decision-Making Practices (RR 14) |

!

nuring 1979, 100 directors of special education from 49 states

provided information on assessment and decision-making practices in
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their school districts. Theéir school districts were located in rural,

urbar, and suburban Settings, and varted widely in total population

c1ass enrollment ranged From less than 100 pupils to over 50,000
pupils,  The average par-pypil expenditure for regular education

de
N wd |

services was $1391.24; the average expenditure for Qﬁétiéi;édutafibh.
services was $2205.50. | a

In @ﬁditibﬁ to obtaining backgrbﬁﬁd information’ about the school |
di§f?it£; the survev form: eiiéited information on (air the typical
témnﬁsitioﬁ of the teams involved in making étrééﬁiﬁé, placement, and

influence the outcome of the ‘team decision-making process; and (d)
general concerns regarding placement .team decision making and the
aéééiéﬁﬁéﬁf of the individualized educational plan (IEP):

Longitudinal Study of Decision nagiﬁg,(né 33y’

Naturalistic obssrvation procedures and interviews were employed
during 1979-80 to study the assessment and decision-making events that
‘occurred in the cases of seven students from the -time of their
referral for special education assessment to the time when an
aducationa! orogram was implemented or a decision was made not- to

entire decision-making process in fheir schools: (The 1ikelihood of -

’
.

L&
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the student bexng 1nvoTved 1n the ent1re ‘decision-mak ing process was

Y

determined by,1nterv1ews with schoo] personnel and the nature of the

student's referral problem.)  Students who were clearly mentally

)

retarded or sensor1a11v 1mDa1red were not 1nc1uded

Data were obtained by (a) observ1nq meet1ngs at which the target

student was discussed, (b) rev1ew1ng reports or other written

documents about the student, and (c) ihterviewihé key school personnel

and the student's parent(s) Written notes on their ster65E?66§ and

1nterv1ews were ma1nta1ned by the researchers; these were used to

déve1op reports on the seven students. The reonrts were wrifteﬁ\EB

prov1de a descr1pt10n of the events that occurred in each case.

Survey44o£44sggclalggEducatlonAADJrectors, on Referral- to-P]acement

Probab111t1es (RR 60, 103) : ' } .

furing 1981; 94 special education directors from 37 states

responded to a posteard survey. The directors were distributed fairly

evenly across the four regions of the"Un1ted States, and were located

-

Y S S

.in rural, iirban, and suburban areas. A ierfe' p1a1n1ng the purpose

of the study and a pbstcard wefe mailed to over 700 directors.
Although 164 postcards were retﬁrhed, many directors indicated they
did not have' access telvthe requested data; others completed the

. Fcr each nf three academic years (1977 78, 1978-79, 1979-80)* the
postcard survey requested 1nformat1on on (a) the numbers of students

referred for psychoeducational evaluation, (b) the numbers of referred

)

students-who were evaluated, and (c) the numbers of evaluated.students

who received special education services:

1

[1=Y
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ﬁgyghometrﬁc Assessment of Low Achievers (RR 13)

During 1979, samples of 50 school-identified LD students and 49
low achievers who had not been identified as LD by their schools were

X .

administered a battery of psychoeducational tests: A1l students were
in fourth grade. A1l non-LD students were low achievers; they Had
scored at or below the 25th percentile on the Iowa Tests of Basic
“'S‘iii'11§ administered during the fall of 1978. - LD students were ones
who had been identified by their schools as LD within six months of -
the time at which they were selected to participate in the study. The
students Were from nine school districts within and surrounding a
in terms of age, sex, parental marital status, father's §E§,‘mbthéris
SES, and family income. |

A1l testing was completed by qualified psychometricians and
occurred during apprcximatéiy the same period (January to May). The
tests administered to students were the Woodcock-dohnson (W-d)
Psycho-Educational Battery, ‘Tests of Cognitive Ability and Tests of
Achievement, the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-Revised
(WISC-R), ‘the Peabody Individual Achievement Test (PIAT), selected
subtests of the Stanford Achieveiint Test; the Bender Visual-Motor
_Gestalt Test (BVMGT), the péVéfbhméhtéi Test of Visua}-Motor
Integration (DTVMI), the Piers-Harris Self-Concept Scale, and the
Peterson-Quay Behavior Problem Checklist. This group of tests was

selected to reflect those devices commonly used with LD youngsters.

J

- - \ .
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’tests to the 99 students allowed for the comparison of thé two groups’
performances in Fiye do"m'a'i'n'é5 as well as 55' subtest or test:
cognitive (WISC-R, W=-J Cognitive Ability), academic achievement (PIAT,”
W=J AChiéVéméhf)Q‘ perceptual-moter (BVMGT, DTVMI), self-concept

(Piers-Harris), and behavior problems (Peterson-Ouay).

Direct Measure Assessment of Low Achievers (RR 71)
During 1980-81, a subtest of Eﬁé éEu&éﬁié WBévﬁé?EiéiﬁéEéﬂ in the

psychometr1c assessment of Tow ach1evers study were 1nc1uded in this

study, in which the students® performances on direct measures of

veading, soe111ng; and wriing were monitored over a f1ve-week-per1od.

achievers; all of whom were in the fifth grade at the time the d1rect
; . *

measures were administered to thems
Special ‘education resource teachérs in the students' schools

servéd as testers.  ‘These individuals were trained in the

édﬁi@i%irétiéh of the academic measures and given materials for each

cahtéhéjéréa. - Four alternate forms were deveioped for each area, with .

the same materials used in week 1 and week 5. Examiners assessed each
. ‘

student individually, on a week]y basis, for five Wééké;

Survey of- LDgIeachens4un4IheJ:ABellefsAAboutgLDAStudents,(RR 665

_During 1980-81, .a nationai sample of 127 LD teachefs provided

information on §é§é?é1 factors re]ated to their b911efs about tD

students and iﬁ§§fﬁéfiéﬁa1 procedures that work w1th them. The

teachers - were from 36 statesf the B1str1et of Go]umb1a, and Cahédé,
and were employed in urban; suburban; and rural communities. Most of
the teachers were working with elementary students; and most were

- -,
- d

fémaié;
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A two-page survey form elicitéd information on the teachers '
beliafs about LD students and effective. instructional interventions.
Six ?ree:résponse items asked for descriptions of:’  (a) major
character1st1cs of LD students, (b) major reasons ct1‘dren become LD,
{(c) 1nformatwon most useful in determ1n1ng Jevel and amount of service
needed by LD students, (d) what works best for teaching read1ng to LD
students, (e) what works best for téaéﬁﬁné mathematics to LD sEUdénts;
and (f) what works best for teachxng written language to LD stude ts.

For each response to these 1tems, subJects were 1nstructed to 1nd1cate\

training, or other) The survey also presented seven statements about

LD students and asked subJects to 1nd1cate the1r agreement with each
of them on a four- po1nt scale from "strongly agree" to "strong1y
d1sagree;" In add1tion subJects were aske d_to jndicate the extent to
Which 15 student characteristics were a problem in working with LD

youngsters, using a four-point scale from “very significant problem"

to "not a problem.” Finally, the Survey asked subjects to- provide
1n1ormat1on about their backgrounds, the progra%s in which they were
teaching; the chi]dren served, and their school district criteria for

c1ass1f1cat1on of a student as:tD: ' ;i

Survey- {ﬁi4Reqularggﬁducatlonggleacheﬁs,eon, Their Expectat1ons for
Siblings oFALD Students (RR 29, 39) L

Two samp]es of regu1ar ecucation’ teachers were durveyed regarding
thewr attitudes and expectat1ons for siblings cf LD students during.
.

1979—86 The first samp]erwas cons1dered to be a pi]ot.stidy sample.

Pilot study teachers included 18 regular education teach

students in grades K=5. They were from four school districts in two

- —

¥
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. obtain information on the teacher's opinion as to the major cause of

a4 .
£ -

Average years of teaching experience was 15.2 *(range = 8-28): These

of "LD and non-LD students; 11 boys and 16 girls were rated: A1l

‘teachers had previously taught the older sibling of the rated students

cirrently enrolled in their éié$5és;. In 16 cases the older sibling
was LD and in 11 cases the older sibling was not ED.

The second sample of .teachers included 16 regular third grade
teachers from seven school districts in a large metropolitan area in

ths midwest; 14 of the teachers were female. Average age of the
e ' . B '

teachers was 36.4 years (range = 26-60) and average years of teaching

experience was 11 (range = 3<20).  Each teacher rated hypothetical
younger siblings of four students who had been in their classes for
the entire school year. Two bF these students were schobl-identified
LD students (one girl; one boy) and -two were Ton-handicapped students
(one girl, one boy): -

A rating scale ‘was developed to obtain information on the
teachers’ éiﬁéegéﬁeiés for the behavioral and academic bé?fé?ﬁéﬁtés.g?
the students being rated: Measures of academic, motor, perceptual,
behavforal, and  socio-emotional functioning were  included.
Expectations for the cﬁiiaislavéréii progress and need for support
services.also. were measured. A1l ‘items were rated on a five:bainﬁ
scale from 1 (poor or deficient performance) to 5 (exééjgéﬁf or

superior performance). 1In addition, each teacher was interviewed to

learning disabilit’'es and the extent to which LD .children are able to

'

e
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" learn as well as their "normal" peers when given appropriate support

<
1

services.

Decision-Making Similation Study (RR 9, 18, 19, 26, 32, 33, 34, 85)

During'1979-80>\§§4 professionals from public and private schools

Féé?éusij had béFE%é%ﬁéEéa in at least two

[N

Disciplines represented W?lr1n the . sample included 58 regular

1'ducat1on teachers, 31 adm1nistrators

Séttihqs; hbWéVé?; urban and rura1 sett1ngs a1so were represented

Approximately 75% of the sample.was female. ) _
Each subject began by taking a pretest designed 'tq evaluate
knowledge of assessment. The subject then was familiarized ﬁith the
ccmﬁuter"terminai that was 'ﬁéed ;; provide réquestéd assessment
information, After the subject résbéﬁaéd to ‘several demographic
&désfﬁéﬁs presented on the terminal, the subjéct was given a referral
fo1der in Wﬁ?éﬁ §éTéEféa— ﬁSEﬁFéT’?-EEEﬁFF?ﬁ@ pupil éﬁé?ééféFfsfiés

-~

(sex* SES,; aopearance, referral statement of prob]em) had been varied

systematically; The sub1ect then was a110wed to se1ect assessment
'

“information (1nc1ud1ng / technical 1nformat1on on specific test.,

o B . _ B K
quantitative test scores; and qualitative test bé?fé?ﬁéﬁté) for

approximately. 25 minutes or until ready to make final decisions about

_the child., Information was available for 89 devices or procedures

grouped within seve® domains (intelligence tests, achievement tests
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] péﬁtéptua1:@btbr tests, behavioral recordings, personality tests;
adaptive behavior scales, and language tests). A11 test performance
' information presented was iddicative of average student performance.

A series of outcome questions regarding eligibility, diagnosis,

orngnnsfs, and other aspects of decision making were presented. In
addition, each subject®rated the influence of various factors on
decisions that had been madd. ; : .
Survey of Model LD Programs (RR 11) : : | o

Diring 1978-79; 84 model LD programs (Child Service Demonstratioh

i Centers) located in 26 states responded to a survey on their

assessment and decision-making practices. A1l programs were ones

funded during 1978-79 by the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped.

=

~

A two-page survey form was used to obtain information on (a) the
)~ nformat to;

children to be served, (b) the kinds of data and the specific
instruments used for the purposes of screening, placement,

instrictional programming, ‘pupil evaluation, and program evaluation,

(c) the typical composition of the team making placement decisions,
and (d) the usual sequence of steps in “the assessmerit/decision=making

process. In addition; data were obtained on the date each center ..
began, and the age range and number of children served by each

program. -
-,

" Case Study Investigation (RR 74, 76, '131) S .

Durig 1980-81; A78 elementary teachers reviewed a case study on

'a third grade male .student exhibiting either unmanageable behavior}
socially immature béhﬁvid:}j‘or perceptual difficulties. within the

P . )
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c1assroom. Eighty-six percent of the sample was fema]e and 65% were
between the ages of 26 and 44. Most (92%) of the teachers taught in
"&biic §choo1s‘ the distriﬁdtioﬁ of ﬁarticiﬁaﬁts from var?aas tyﬁés of

i relat1ve1y even, Tearhers From, each state; with tha. chppf1on of

Alaska, were represented. Two-th1rds of the subjects had completed
bachelor's or master’s degrees and 40% had completed coursework in

special education. - o

The tedchers were fsstgned a specific stadent summary (i.e.,
immature, unmanagéab’ie5 perceptual) according to the ordesr of receipt
of their siqnatur’s agreeinq to participate in the study. The

F matérials were -sent in two seoarate maiiings; The '%irst set of
materia1s 1nc1uded the,student case study and an Actions to Be Taken

=
about iﬁterﬁeﬁtioﬁ were, so11C1ted* Each treatment a1ternat1ve was.

presented in a sentence to which the tzacher was to ihdiéate degrees
of agreement (iie.; 5); or disagreement (i:e:; 1) on a1to 5 scale.

O ’ The 40 1ntervent1on cho1ces ranged from those in which the .classroom
teachér would have pr1mary respons1b111ty, to those éoggest1ng shared

respons1b111ty, ”'to those where . the teacher .would have o

résoohsibiiityj‘gn imoieméntation; . The teacher then was sent a

D1sturb1ng Behavior Check]xst 11, ﬁotteris Internal-External Scale,
and a demographic 1nformat1on form. = , " .

A two-week time 1imit was suggested for completing .each set. of

mater1a1s, both a fo]]ow-up letter and postcard were used to encourage

Eﬁe subJects to return comp]eted mater1a1s¢ The f1na1 samp]e 1nc1uded
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" disturbing behaviors.

d 77”]7.777 T .
~ factor analysis.

Instructional Time Nbservations of Referred Students (RR 951

48

approximately equivalent numbers of teachers: who, received and

evaluated the émmaiuré (N=57), unmanageable (N=58), and perceptual :

,'/'
-

(N 59) students:

;Va11dat1on Study of Nisturbing Behavior Checkl1st (RR 8)

The Nistiirhing Behavior Checklist IT (DBC II) was developed to be.

an indicdtor of the relative disturbingness of certain behaviors

characteristic of learning disabilities. A normative §tﬁ§y.iﬁéh was

‘conducted during 1977 to obtain information, on the "disturbingness" of

sach item, as well as data from which to derive dimensions . of
7 ~

-

Approximately 150 advanced undergraduate students were asked to

complete the DBC II. Each had takéﬁjCBHrSés in ébécial educat1cn,

none had student -taught, and most were female (90%). Raspondents were -

asked to'indicate; on a scale from 1 (not very disturbing) to 5 (very

disturbing); "How disturbing™ each item was. "in. working with =~

children:" ~Obtained data wgre subjected to a principal components

Y s

\ - o R SN
Fbur students were observed systematically’'for two entire school

© days “each. at three different times within the referral to placement

DrOCESS deTng 1980 81. The students were from four classrooms in
three é]ementary schools in a suburban m1dwestern "school d1str1ct-

three were male and one was fema1e; They were in grades 1= 3 " The

schools'. ch11d study teams fer consideration -for specia1 educat1on

- evaluations. S T

A

N,
N

s Ei
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Data were recorded on 53- variables within six categories in

10-second 1intervals to examine changes . in the nature of instruction

and academic responding time as- a function of going ‘through the

referra 1-to-placement process. The six categories included activity,

i,m
K"h

task; n, tearh
- -\_‘ ’

o ' e
student response. Exper1enced observers Cadéd the instnuctiona1_

env1ronment and. student responses for each student for six fuil days..

The first two days of data were collected before the child. study téﬁﬁ

met ~to° cons1der the referraT The next two days of data were

teaching “structure, - tpacher  location, teather activity, and °

col]ected approx1mate1y one month after an IEP had been written for- ,A'

the student The last two daVs of data were coT]ected aaprox1mate1v
o !
two months after the 1EP had been spacified;

'SurueyggofAASgg51al,AEducat1on Teachers on Their Attribut1ons for
Observed Student Performance (RR 43) i ‘

.

Bur1ng 1980 a study ‘was conducted to eva1uate the extent to

0

| wh1ch speC1a1 educat1on teachers ]udged the mathemat1cs performance of

'and/or his, competence.. The subsects were 46 - speC1a1 educatlon

teachers. who were enrolled in a weekwlong inservice workshop on'
: programn1ng for emot1ona11y handicapped youngsters. AﬁﬁroiimétéTy 89%

of the group was fema]e, the average age of the part1c1pants was 36

years and average number of years of teaching exPErience was 6 ﬂost

- (54%) 6? the part1c1pants were currently teaching. emotioﬂéTT&
/‘ -

disabilities or mentaT retardat1on specfa] classes; About half of the

- .

R |
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certified in their current teaching area. All of the teachers were
certified in at least one area of special education.

Each teacher observed a videotape presentation of a student

- [ Y

WOorking ol Some aCnievement test items an erceptual-motor

tasks, and engaging in a brief free=play period. A1l student behavior

on the tape was average. The teacher then reviewed a brief. case
sumnary that provided information suggesting average intellectual
ability and some minor behavior problems. Half of the summaries

contained information from an LD teacher and half contained
information from an ED teacher: ARiso, student work samples were
ihéTﬁdédi‘Hé1? of the téééﬁéfs saw ééﬁﬁ1é§ fﬁdiéétfﬁﬁ relatively high
competence:

ThHe extent to which the performance of the child was thought to

be due to various attributes was evaluated by a short questionnaire.

Dl

Teachars were asked to rate the "extent to which" math "performance

was due ta abiii%y;‘iéVéi of task difficulty, chance or luck, or the
student's efforts. A rating scale, in which 1 = not to a great extent
and 5 = to a greg}.extéﬁi, was used to record the teachers' responses.
Additiona’ly, the participants were asked to indicate what scores

(i.e., 0-20%, 21-40%, 41-60%, 61-80%, 81-100%) Eﬁéf’fﬁédéht the child
1

would receiv~ if given a similar math test in the future:




51
the extant to which different classifications would result from the
use of diffarent definitions. Tifty-one students referred for
psychological evaluation as a resuit of learning difficulties in
school were the subjects of this study. Thirty-three boys (65%) were
years old. Ali1 of the students were from one school district in
Minnesota:

The school district criteria Ffor determination of ‘“severe

grades 1.5 through 6.9 were based on Woodcock-Johnson (WJ) performance
measures. If a child's test profila yielded a. "severz deficit"
Additional testing in reading and matkematics was considered
appropriate, if a ‘“moderate deficit” was indicated by the
administration of the W-J aptitude and achievement clusters. By these

eligible for LD services:

The average age of students identified as LD (X = 8 years) was
identified as LD (X = 9 years): Seventy-one percent (i:e:; 17) of the
LD stidents wers boys: 60% (i.a., 16) of the non-L" students were
boys: these perceéntages were not statistically different.

As part of the diagnostic assessment, each student was
administered ‘several psychometric devices. In addition to the W=J,

the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for fhildren - Revised (WISC-R), and



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

tnp  Peabndy Indizidual Achirevement Test (PIAT) werp given, ne
interest was the extent to whicn ¢hildren sdentifien as LD by

sppiication of the W-J “savers deficit™ triterion differed in other

psychomatric characteristics ({.ec; WISU-R and PIAT performance? from

chiildren nnt identified;

Schon! Zecord Seview of Referral Reason and Nuicome [RR 1763

furina 1982-1993, scheal records of 201 stadents -efarred for the
first  time  and 57 students rocommended for re-cvalaatinn  were
Foviswad;  Students wera from 11 schaols in 4 Flprida schogl district
in Qﬁétﬁ'ﬁiﬁdéhti ard roferrsd hy natonorv.  The racords used in (HE

tv ware randomly selectad.

Four types of informatinn wers colisctad for sach record:  fa)
catagprv fhr WRigch §rudent was being raferrad, (Y cateasry for <hich
coLdBRt 3% BEingG rafErrEd, [H) <hether the cise. was gn ariging!
and [4) tne decision putsome, Recults were sumnarized by

resesotahylating reagan for rafersa) with placement 6uiéé&é far first

reforrals  and resevaluations separately and by investigating the
pffact the person making the referra’ had on the putcome.

feveigoment of Noras fur Performance an Dirsct Measures (3¢ 87)

Quring 1979-80, direct measures of reading, soel.ing, ir‘ written
exprassion wera administered to 566 elementary students from three
statas in order to {a) investigate the feasibility of using a standard

ask to measure the roading, spelling, and writing proficiency of

-

adl

elementary children, and. (b) describe proceduras for establisning

local norms on the standard tasks. The grade 1-6 students from

Yinnesota, pennsy1vanta; and,ﬂash:ngtdﬁ.ié?é selacted randomly ?rom_
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schoa! districts that enluntoered to pacticipate in the studv. There
asié 215 males and 291 Females in the total sampla; whisg included 92
first graders, 85 second graders, 96 third graders, 99 fourth graders,
1D} £ifth graders; and 93 sixth graders.

Tha Minnexotd sample consistad of 134 of the 536 _ssudents, 63
nows and 71 girls. Most of these sublects (73%) were selected from
twd urhan dreas with podulations of 50,000 and iéb;ébo beople. These
Slsmantiry stugeats wWere approximataly equally distribufed among
gr3des 1 tn 6. Tae Saansylvania sample of students incYuded 157 boys
404 159 girls, aqually distributasd across the six grade levels. Thess
slemeatyry students were randomly selected from two areas (rural and

urhan) on Central Pennsylvania. The remaining 106 elementary students

anted sere from the Seattle, Wasnington area; 55 were male and 51

Fach cnild was administared direct measures of reading, soelling,
and wriftien expression during the fall and the spring on an individual
24515 Dy an examiner trained in the administration of the measures:

Tata were examined in terms of grade level differences, annual Growth;

e

e R
stahitity over time; angd state; demogranhic, and sex differences.

femparison of Direct Measure Eligihility Criteria (2R 89)

Sgring 1982, performance dats on direct measures of réaa}ﬁg;
sgelling, aid written sxpression were analyzed to determine the
percentines of students who would be eligiile for §péci51 educat inn
tar¢ices by each of four discrepancy criteria., The data were obtained
during 1979-80 from S65 students enrollad in grades 1s6 in Minnesota,

Pennswleania, and Washinston,  Nata wera entered into four eer
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discrepancy criteria (1:5; 2:0; 2:5; and 3.0 times discrepant from ,
peers) and the percentage of students classified according to each
criterion was calculated:

Nevelopment of tocal Norms for Direct Measures (RR 132)

During 1982-83, féii; winter, and §pr1ng.10cai norms for student

¢pelling; math: and written

oL A e J o ',,",qg' . Le . . - 3
problems in addition, subtractiop; multiplication;, and division, and
T J ) ) o
(d) complete a written composition in response to a story started.

® norming, with approximately equal numbers from each grade (1-6). Data
were summarized on the effect of using different measurement samp11ing

olans, the reliability of the measures, and the distribution of scores
witnin a grade level. " Also, the effects of different population
campling plans were analyzed. The local norms also were compared to
national norms and to the effects of the norms on the percentages of
 students served. ‘

»  Comparative Study of Pre-Referral Interventions (RR 140)
B ouring 1982-83, thres schools (2 elementary, 1 junige high)

participated in a study on the effects of implementing a pre-referral
intervention system: In this system, consultation, observation, and
intervention occurred before a student entered the typical referral

for assessment phase:
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A survey assessing teachers' beliefs about special services and

""""" jences and preferences avi. . the referral-to-placement
process was ééﬁbiétéa in the fall and spring of the school year. 1In
addition referral rates were tabulated at the beginning of the school
year; midway through the school year and at the end of the school year
for both the current year (1982=83) and the previous year (1981-82):
Nata were analyzed to determine both (a) the effect of the prereferral
intervention bniréfé?rai rates as compared to the 6%é6§66§ year, and

the school year.

L3
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